INTRODUCTION
1.1. It has almost become a commonplace in studies on members of the triad "tense-aspect-Aktionsart" (henceforth short: TAA), especially in those on aspect, to begin with statements deploring the terminological confusion and the uncertainty about definitions, subdivisions and delimitations in this area.' Typical for this are statements like Mitchell's (1979: 159):
If there is one thing that emerges from perusal of a large and heterogeneous literature on Aspect in many languages [...] it is that no two linguists agree on the subject [...] For most scholars, however, Aspect is used in close contrast with Tense. The whole conceptual area of Aspect is further bedevilled by the notion and term of Aktionsart.
Or compare similarly Spitzbardt's discouraging verdict that -translated into English -"Presumably nowhere in modern linguistics there is such a muddle as in the area of research on Aktionsarten and aspect" (1954: 56) . This verdict is anticipated already by the title that Spitzbardt chose for his article, viz. " `Aspekte and Aktionsarten' -ein Tummelplatz Ca playground') der Terminologie". Even worse, it seems that from the early 20th century up to the present day the situation has not much improved. If one considers recent publications in this field, attempts to come to grips with problems of terminology still appear to be indispensable and often take up no little room. Sometimes one can even detect traces of resignation and, almost, fatalism in view of the difficulties to come up with clear-cut definitions and conceptual distinctions that stand a good chance to be widely accepted by the community of linguists. As a result, definitions are in some cases not even attempted at all. Everything taken together, one can hardly be satisfied with the situation as it stands. Now, Zandvoort (1962) has blamed part of the problem on the Germans, saying that the distinction between aspect and Aktionsart is a German one and that of the difference between the two "so much has been made by Germanic scholars" (1962: 8) . And he is surely right in so far as it was, first of all, Karl Brugmann who coined the term Aktionsart in 1885, that term which even for a completely neutral observer must qualify as the odd one out in the English version of the triad TAA (due to the peculiar mixture of English and German).2 Secondly, it was Wilhelm Streitberg who in 1889 transferred the perfective/imperfective distinction from Slavic to a Germanic language (Gothic). And, thirdly, Zandvoort makes a valid point in that the discussion of aspect and Aktionsart, and the importance of these two notions in aspectology was very much a German preoccupation in the first half of the century. Well, but if the Germans are meant to carry a fair share of responsibility for the confusion and uncertainty surrounding the triad, why should not a German try to clear the ground and provide a re-evaluation of this triad in its present form for future studies on tense and aspect?
1.2. In the following, I will first give a sketch of the problems which the triad TAA has caused and still causes with regard to definitions of its members and the delimitations between them. In addressing this issue I will focus on English, where publications on tense, aspect, and Aktionsart probably outnumber the literature on any other area of grammar, and where pertinent problems of this triad become most obvious from such well-known questions as "How many tenses are there in English?", "Is the perfect to be treated as an aspect, a tense, or neither?", or remember Zandvoort's (1962) question, taken up by DuI'lcova (1983), "Is 'aspect' an English verbal category?". Against this background I will, in a second step, outline some proposals that may help minimizing, if not resolving many problems besetting the triad.
A last introductory remark: By concentrating on English I hope to keep the potential of controversy inherent in this paper to a minimum. However, this should not be taken to suggest that only a single-language approach offers a profitable way of looking at tense, aspect, and Aktionsart. Quite to the contrary, if these three are meant to stand for formal categories signalling certain conceptual categories, then what we mean by these conceptual categories must apply cross-linguistically, irrespective of all differences in their coding (cf. already Koschmieder (1929: 53) on English and Slavic aspect). Especially towards the end of the discussion, I will therefore widen the perspective to include arguments provided by comparative studies.
ASPECT IN ENGLISH
Aspect represents the natural starting-point in a discussion of the role that the triad TAA has played in English grammar, as the central problems of this triad still concern the delimitation of aspect from tense and, secondly, aspect from Aktionsart. As a matter of fact, keeping distinct the two latter categories has caused great difficulties from the very moment that the term aspect appeared on the scene of British linguistics in the middle of the 19th century. This becomes clear from a brief look at the terminological history of aspect and Aktionsart. However, in view of such Aktionsart categories as the three last-mentioned ones it must be admitted that there is some truth in Bodelsen's stating that in this area one may get easily lost "in a chaos of infinite possibilities of distinction".
So much for a definition of Aktionsart, its sub-categories, and how it is to be distinguished from aspect. Before I continue my account of aspect and its treatment in English grammar, a brief look at the third member of the triad.
ASPECT AND TENSE
There can hardly be doubt that tense is the most established and least controversial category of the members of the triad. That it is the most established category can be seen, for instance, from the fact that in school grammars and pedagogically oriented publications one usually only finds tenses, i.e. a Present Tense, a Present Progressive Tense, a Present Perfect Tense, etc., in accounts of grammatical categories marked on the English verb. No mention of aspect or aspects, let alone Aktionsart(en). This inflation of tenses is simply a matter of convenience, grammatical terminology in this area being chosen "solely with the goal of immediate intelligibility in mind" (Leech 1971: vii). However convenient and appropriate this practice may be for learners of the language, for more specialized accounts, e.g. for discussions in linguistics classes, this all-encompassing conception of tense is not tolerable.
What is commonly agreed on, instead, is that tense does not relate to the internal temporal structure of situations, but that it grammaticalizes the location of some situation on the time line relative to some anchor time. Thus, as Comrie (1976: 5) puts it, tense has to do with situationexternal time while aspect is concerned with situation-internal time.
That much, I believe, can truly be regarded as uncontroversial. Opinions differ, however, with respect to the nature of the anchor point: Should it be restricted to the moment of utterance (or: coding time), or may some other reference time serve as anchor point, as well? The question therefore is whether one should only allow for absolute tense, i.e. tense as a truly deictic category, or for both absolute and relative tense (and combinations of the two, e.g. the pluperfect as an absolute-relative tense in Comrie 1985). Another controversial issue is whether one should give a strictly form-based account of tense, i.e. regard as tenses only what is morphologically and not syntactically (periphrastically) marked. All these issues are familiar to us from grammar courses when discussing the question how many tenses there are in English.
My own conception of tense is, similar to the ones I have advanced for aspect and Aktionsart, one that is function-based, not based on form, and a narrow one at that. Thus tense is a deictic grammatical category that temporally locates a situation with regard to coding time. 6 As soon as we also admit a concept like relative tense we run danger of mixing different verbal categories, like tense and perfect or, for that matter, tense and aspect (as the perfect is traditionally often treated as an aspect -a view that will be challenged below). As a consequence, one would have to agree with Dahl (1985: 25) that, after all, "the distinction between tenses and aspects is by no means clear, although everyone knows what the typical cases are".
PROPOSALS FOR ASPECTUAL SUBDIVISIONS
Having made clear what I regard as the most fruitful conceptions of tense, aspect and Aktionsart, and along which lines they can be most easily kept apart, I now want to turn briefly to some proposals that have been made in English grammar for subdivisions of the category aspect. I will particularly make some critical remarks on one proposal, which will lead me on to a discussion of the English perfect.
Even if one considered just the last thirty years or so, it would be an evening-filling task to discuss all the subdivisions that have been proposed for English aspect and the abundance of terms going with them (see Kortmann 1985a: 6-17). Besides views confirming my own conception, viz. that there is only one aspectual opposition whose members may be called perfective/imperfective, there are proposals of up to three aspectual oppositions, and of a three-or even fourfold subdivision of aspect. Consider only W.S. Allen's (1970: 75-76) distinction of "Aspect of Time" (present/past/future), "Aspect of Action" (simple vs. progressive contrast), and "Aspect of Fact" (perfect vs. non-perfect contrast), or Deutschbein's (1939: 146-148) "retrospective/introspective/prospective/(emphatic) aspect". There are even proposals to the effect that such a well-established category like voice should be given up in favour of aspect, so that, as Beedham (1982 Beedham ( , 1987 suggests, English possesses not only a progressive and a perfect aspect but also a passive aspect. This view follows from a general misconception of aspect, which unfortunately also shows up in the standard reference grammar of present-day English once it comes to a discussion of the two undoubtedly most widely recognized aspectual oppositions in English grammar, viz. the progressive/non-progressive and the perfect/non-perfect contrasts: This account, which originates in Leech (1971: vii) , is problematic in more than one respect. For a start, the perfect and the progressive should never be presented as instantiating the opposition between perfective and imperfective aspect. Although this is, of course, less obvious if one misleadingly terms the "have + past participle" construction perfective. Perfect and perfective, as Dahl (1985: 138-139) has shown in his cross-linguistic study, are completely different categories even if interaction between them is not precluded (cf. also Maslov 1988: 67). My major problem with this particular view of aspect in English is, however, that it turns out to be essentially form-based. The perfect and the progressive are regarded as aspects because both are periphrastic and not, like present and past tense as the only two English tenses recognized by Quirk et al (1985: 176), marked by verb inflection. This form-based approach to aspect also seems to underlie Beedham's proposal to classify the English passive as an aspect. This emerges from his description of aspect in English as being realized "via auxiliaries and participles" (1982: 83-84), or a statement like "I simply want to assimilate the passive to the category of Auxiliary + Participle aspect, making it three such aspects, the perfect, the progressive and the passive" (1987: 4). Turning again to Quirk et al., one may speculate that this purely form-oriented point of view is also responsible for the attempt to give the perfect and the progressive a common notional basis where there is none. This is something one must be highly concerned about in what is and will certainly continue to be the most influential reference grammar of English.
Beyond these points of criticism, there is another fundamental question that must be raised, namely whether the perfect/non-perfect contrast represents an aspectual opposition, at all.
THE ENGLISH PERFECT
Among the scholars (e.g. Leech, Quirk et al., Hirtle, Comrie) who classify the perfect/non-perfect contrast in English as an aspectual one, Comrie (1976: 52) is the only one who voices doubt as to the appropriateness of doing so: Aspect [...] has been concerned with different ways of representing the internal temporal constitution of a situation. The perfect is rather different from these aspects, since it tells us nothing directly about the situation in itself, but rather relates some state to a preceding situation. [...] This difference between the perfect and the other aspects has led many linguists to doubt whether the perfect should be considered an aspect at all. However, given the traditional terminology in which the perfect is listed as an aspect, it seems most convenient to deal with the perfect in a book on aspect, while bearing in mind continually that it is an aspect in a rather different sense from the other aspects treated so far.
In view of the narrow definition of aspect that I advanced above, it will not seem surprising that I rather agree with those who do not consider the perfect an aspect at all. The defining characteristic of the perfect is not that it provides grammatical information about situation-internal time, but that it is essentially concerned with situation-external time. This may give rise to the assumption that the perfect should perhaps better be viewed as a tense category (as it is common in many traditional grammars and also argued in, e.g., Declerck 1991). However, as in this paper tense was defined as a deictic category, thus allowing only for absolute, not relative tense, this assumption immediately turns out to be untenable. Although the perfect has to do with situation-external time, it does not relate some event time to coding time but to some reference time following the event time. In other words, it indicates no more than the anteriority of some situation relative to some reference time which may or may not be identical with coding time.
If the perfect qualifies neither as an aspect nor as a tense, there is just one other possibility left, namely that it represents a category of its own. The perfect interacts with tense and aspect, but it is conceptually different from both. Indeed, this is the position that is almost unanimously defended by all scholars that investigated the perfect, especially the present perfect, in detail, whether these studies were languagespecific (e.g. It is difficult to see why the results of all these specialized studies should be brushed aside any longer. Recognizing, however, the perfect as an independent category necessarily raises the question how this can be accommodated with standard assumptions concerning the triad TAA.
EVALUATING AND RECASTING THE TRIAD
So far a lot has been said about the problems caused by the triad and very little about possible ways to remedy them. Finally, therefore, I will reconsider the triad in the light of my earlier criticisms and offer proposals for a more helpful alternative organization of its members. ASPECT: grammatical category; non-deictic; concerned with situation-internal time; presentation of some situation as incomplete/in progress/existent ("from within") or complete ("from without") at a given point/period in time;
AKTIONSART: lexical category; non-deictic; concerned with situationinternal time; temporal constitution inherent in the meaning of the verb (whether simplex, complex, or verbal syntagm) or predicate.
In East European and German publications, one increasingly encounters the terminological convention that the equivalents of tense, aspect and Aktionsart are exclusively employed for the formal categories, while -translated into English -temporality, aspectuality, and actionality (or temporal constitution) designate the corresponding notional categories (e.g. 97-103). Following this convention, the above definitions would of course relate to the latter set of terms.
What we gain by adopting these narrow definitions is, first of all, that an inflation of aspects and tenses in English is prevented. We will no longer have to busy ourselves with finding the common notional denominator of, e.g., the progressive, the perfect, and the passive categorized as aspects, or the present and the perfect categorized as tenses. Secondly, by bringing down the number of tense and aspect distinctions and by distinguishing, on the one hand, Aktionsart from aspect and, on the other hand, the perfect from both tense and aspect, this whole area of verbal grammar can be organized much more consistently.
FROM TRIAD TO TETRAD
4.2.1. What does this mean for an evaluation of the triad TAA? Here it should be recalled that advocates of this triad regard these conceptual categories as capturing all facets related to the temporal constitution of what is denoted by predicates. This, however, cannot accommodate the perfect, which in a series of detailed studies, especially on the present perfect in English and other languages, has consistently been argued to qualify neither as a tense nor as an aspect. Consequently, we need to add an independent fourth category with defining properties as sketched below, and thus arrive at a tetrad:
PERFECT : grammatical category; non-deictic; concerned with situa-(ANTERIOR) tion-external time; relates some situation to a succeeding reference time which may or may not be identical with coding time.
There is a great temptation to identify the perfect exclusively with the present perfect, as is often done for terminological convenience, instead of viewing the latter as a special instance of the former (along with the past perfect and the future perfect). For this reason I shall henceforth refer to this category, following Bybee (1985: 163), as anterior.
4.2.2.
With this fourth category the whole network of categories becomes much more symmetrical and allows to bring out closer affinities between pairs of this tetrad. These pairs we can further take as the endpoints of continua which can be argued to be relevant both from a comparative and a historical point of view. As a side effect, arranging the four categories on these continua visualizes their disparate nature and thus, too, the complex problems that had to result from conflating them in a triad. If one includes historical information as well as information from languages other than English, these continua are particularly useful descriptive tools in two respects. On the one hand, it is well-known that each of the four categories as expressed in different languages exhibits a considerable degree of heterogeneity, so that different languages would occupy different positions on the continua. Furthermore, on examining (i) the nature of the formal devices individual languages possess for the signalling of any of these four categories and (ii) the various uses made of them, it may turn out that, from a cross-linguistic perspective, what in descriptive grammars of language A is labelled "perfect" rather qualifies as a tense, or what grammars of language B call "aspect" rather qualifies as Aktionsart. On the other hand, the two continua mirror paths of historical development from one pole to, or at least in the direction of the other. Such developments have been documented for a number of languages. Much less frequently, one would predict, will there be a development from a category expressing situation-internal time to one expressing situation-external time, or vice versa. In other words, historical developments will overwhelmingly take place between the endpoints of each of these two continua respectively, not between the continua. Some brief illustrations of such cross-linguistic variation and historical developments shall suffice.
4.2.3.
There is, first of all, the notorious case of the German present perfect which, especially in Southern dialects, has almost completely replaced the simple past tense. It has thus undergone a development from the right half of Continuum 1 to the left pole, where it now assumes the diametrically opposite position of the (British) English present perfect. This historical process is far from being an isolated one, as is pointed out by The present perfect in Classical Latin, to give a last example relating to Continuum 1, also lacks many typical properties of this kind of anterior compared with other languages. In fact, its position on the continuum is probably closer towards the tense pole. It resembles the Greek aorist in that it can most appropriately be characterized as a past tense with many properties of the perfective aspect (cf. also Dahl 1985: 139, Comrie 1976: 53). Thus it is the present perfect which serves the narrative, plot-advancing function; the impeifectum, which should be assumed to represent the Latin equivalent of the simple past tense in English, fulfils only the secondary function of locating in time background information relative to some reference time. The well-known description of this division of tasks by classical grammarians is "perfecto procedit, imperfecto insistit oratio" (`with the perfect the narrative proceeds, with the imperfect it comes to halt'). On the whole, the perfectum-imperfectum contrast in Latin is primarily an aspectual (perfective vs. imperfective) one in the past time sphere, as e.g. felt by the grammarian Priscian (in Pinkster 1990: 222), rather than one between different poles on a continuum relating to situation-external time.
With regard to Continuum 2, the perhaps most striking case to be advanced for variation across languages is aspect in Slavic. Against all expectations -considering that modern aspectology had its origins in the study of Slavic aspect -it can certainly not be located at the left pole of the continuum. First of all, the perfective and imperfective subcategories are not inflectional categories but rather derivational, possibly even, as Dahl (1985: 89) points out, grammaticalized lexical categories. From this point of view, the perfective/imperfective contrast in Slavic indeed qualifies as an Aktionsart distinction more than anything else (Dahl 1985: 27) . On top of that, Dahl (1985: 71-72, 84-89) established further differences between aspect in Slavic and other languages, which, too, make the former rather an exceptional breed from a typological perspective.
At present, I can say only very little about the significance of Continuum 2 concerning the historical dimension. It seems, though, from the few attested cases I am familiar with that here the historical development is largely unidirectional, i.e. from Aktionsart to aspect, which would correspond to the fact that grammaticalization is a far more frequently observable process than degrammaticalization. Thus the results of the research conducted by the Cologne working group on grammaticalization all point into the direction of Aktionsart markers as an important source of aspect markers (see Sasse 1991 (Jespersen 1931: 363) . Thus more properly, these constructions are to be treated as representing a category of situationexternal time, more exactly one that is closely related to anterior and not to tense, as the somewhat misleading term go futures (Fleischman 1982: 17) anterior posterior A useful cover term for the two categories may be orientation, a term proposed by King (1982: 126) and originally intended to relate exclusively to the category labelled anterior in this paper. But terminology is only of minor importance here. What is crucial is to acknowledge anterior as only one of two subcategories of a superordinate category with the function of relating an event time to some reference time, which in the absence of a time adverbial will solely be provided by a tense. This superordinate category may be regarded as the proper one at the opposite pole of tense on the continuum for situation-external time:
Continuum 1': Situation-external time tense orientation
It should be noted, though, that the subcategories anterior and posterior are sufficiently distinct for their formal representations to be capable of combining with each other, as in He's been going to write this book for years. Also, the constructions expressing these two categories are grammaticalized to a different extent. Overall it seems justified to say, both from a cross-linguistic and a single-language perspective, that constructions expressing the category posterior are still considerably less grammaticalized than anterior-constructions, even if the former are increasingly developing into established parts of verbal grammar (as a future tense though, not as true posterior-constructions; e.g. Fleischman (1982: 82, 101-102) on Romance languages, Romancebased creoles, and informal spoken (American) English). In English, for example, all other constructions for the expression of posterior besides "be going to + infinitive", i.e. be (about) to do sth., be on the point/verge/brink of doing sth., can hardly be said to have achieved a similar degree of grammaticalization, if one can postulate grammar status for them at all.
4.3.2.
There is one final point I wish to make. It is, of course, not always necessary to jointly consider all five categories discussed here, i.e. tense, anterior, posterior, aspect, and Aktionsart, if one is interested only in one or a subset of them. Trivial as this may seem, it forms part of the required disentanglement in this area. Considering all categories in relation to each other is necessary only if one is interested in the compositionality of the predicate and the categories which interact in determining the internal and external temporal properties of the denoted situation. It suffices to consider subsets whenever adopting any of the following restricted viewpoints concerning categories that play a role in the morphological, syntactic, and semantic analysis of verb phrases:
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• grammatical categories relating to time:
tense, aspect, anterior, (posterior)
• categories relating to situation-external time: tense, anterior, posterior
• categories relating to situation-internal time: aspect, Aktionsart
Looking back, it may seem that what the title of this paper promised, viz. solutions, was a bit of a mouthful in view of what I had to offer. It was my wish to go beyond a (necessarily very superficial) review of this most delicate and much belaboured field of linguistic research, and to give this article a more positive and constructive note by sketching what may serve as a fruitful basis for future studies in this area. I am fully aware, of course, that a number of interesting questions have not been raised, at all, and that some of the ideas and arguments put forward here need to be fleshed out and even then may remain controversial. They may provide, however, stimulating food for thought, which is all they were meant to be at this stage. Basically, what I wanted to demonstrate in this paper was that I still believe, with Brinton (1988: 1) , that "the study of aspect in English is a possible, and rewarding endeavour", and that indeed the same goes for tense, orientation and Aktionsart in English as well as in other languages.
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fect. Dismissing McCoard's "extended now"-theory as wrong, he states: "the real function of the perfect is to locate an event within a perfect interval", i.e. "an) interval which begins earlier than some interval i and lasts no later than i " (1985 228) . Notice that in this definition Stump employs the term perfect for what 1 have preferred to call anterior, and that his conception of a perfect interva corresponds exactly to the last part of my notional definition of this category.
